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500 Winding Brook Drive 
Glastonbury, CT 06033 
  
Tel.: +1 860 659-0444 
Fax: +1 860 633-8117 
wsp.com 

December 13, 2018 

   

 

Dr. Rebecca French - Director of Resilience 
STATE OF CONNECTICUT DEPARTMENT OF HOUSING 
505 Hudson Street 
Hartford, CT 06106 

 

Dear Dr. French: 

Subject: Preferred Alternatives Evaluation Report 
   

Please find enclosed the Preliminary Alternatives Evaluation Report, including a Preliminary 
Alternatives Analysis and an Alternatives Screening Matrix.  This report forms the deliverable for 
Task 2.4, under the scope of services. Recommendations are provided for selection of three 
�D�O�W�H�U�Q�D�W�L�Y�H���D�O�L�J�Q�P�H�Q�W�V���I�R�U���I�O�R�R�G���U�L�V�N���U�H�G�X�F�W�L�R�Q���L�Q���%�U�L�G�J�H�S�R�U�W�¶�V���6�R�X�W�K���(�Q�G�������7�K�H�V�H���D�O�W�H�U�Q�D�W�L�Y�H�V���K�D�Y�H��
been developed to a 10% level design submitted separately. 

Please do not hesitate to contact me if you have any questions concerning this submission, at 
1.617.960.4964 or Dan.J.Kennedy@wsp.com. 

Yours sincerely, 

 

 

Daniel Kennedy, P.E. ENV SP 
Project Manager 
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the South End.  There are several major property owners/stakeholders in the project area including  the University of 
Bridgeport (UB), PSEG, United Illuminating (UI), Emera, the developer for 60 Main Street, the developer for 30 
University Avenue, the City of Bridgeport (City), Connecticut Department of Transportation (CTDOT), Bridgeport 
Port Authority, community groups and private property owners. Community, property owner and stakeholder input 
was sought and considered in the preliminary alignments.  

3. Select Three Alternatives for Further Evaluation: Segments that were no longer implementable were eliminated 
from further consideration based on meetings with stakeholders; inconsistency with project goals and selection 
criteria; and, or, site constraints. Three alignments that were deemed implementable (at the current stage of design), 
while also achieving the goals of the project, were selected for further consideration (10% Design).  
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Figure 3 - Hurricane Sandy Inundation Levels  

2.1.2 GOAL 2: INTEGRATE WITH PLANS AND PROJECTS OF KEY LOCAL 
STAKEHOLDERS 

The South End Community includes a range of stakeholders with active projects and plans which will be considered for 
coordinated risk reduction measures.  Key stakeholders include utility companies, major power generation facilities, 
private developers, and the University of Bridgeport. This goal will assess the extent to which shared efforts between these 
parties can lead to effective �U�L�V�N���U�H�G�X�F�W�L�R�Q�����W�K�U�R�X�J�K���L�Q�W�H�J�U�D�W�L�R�Q���Z�L�W�K���V�W�D�N�H�K�R�O�G�H�U�V�·���S�U�R�M�H�F�W�V�����S�O�D�Q�V���D�Q�G���I�X�W�X�U�H���R�S�H�U�D�W�L�R�Q�V�� 

There are several significant and ongoing plans, developments, and facility operations in the South End project area. 
Resilient Bridgeport will strive to integrate with and, at a minimum, coordinate with these stakeholder initiatives to 
maximize the leveraging of resources, impact, and ultimate success of this project.  The project will seek to gain 
efficiencies through the coordination of risk reduction efforts and the ability to leverage projects in the community to 
achieve the highest positive impact achievable for the South End.   

2.1.3 GOAL 3: DELIVER CO-BENEFITS TO ENHANCE COMMUNITY RESILIENCY 

Resilience is defined broadly by the South End Community to include social, economic, and environmental factors in 
addition to risk reduction. Therefore, the project should employ this comprehensive approach to resilience and aim to 
reduce risk to the community while delivering co-benefits by: enabling new economic development opportunities, 
improving mobility, and enhancing quality of life.  Risk reduction should create tangible physical, economic, 
environmental, and social benefits for the community and the extent to which those benefits enable long-term community 
resiliency. 
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- Improve connectivity to Downtown Bridgeport during flood event 

- Improve mobility within South End 

- Facilitate Transit Oriented Development (TOD) 

- Preserve and/or enhance connection to water  

- Preserve and enhance community character 

- Integrate with and repair the urban fabric  

- Unlock potential for future development 

- Improve public health 

- Create and/or enhance the public realm 

- Serve as regional flood risk reduction prototype 

2.2.4 SELECTION CRITERIA GOAL 4: PROJECT NEEDS TO BE IMPLEMENTABLE 

- Avoid/minimize potential right-of-way (ROW) conflicts 

- Avoid acquisition of private property 

- Avoid significant utility obstructions/conflicts 

- Avoid known major environmental impacts 

- Avoid known unfavorable subsurface conditions 

- Consider spatial constraints 

- Estimated construction costs are within project budget or reachable with reasonable supplemental sources 

- Provide relative life-cycle cost benefits 

- Provide relative Operations and Maintenance (O+M) cost benefits 

- Able to be permitted by local, state, and federal agencies 

- Buildable within allowable timeframe 

- Designed such that it could be accredited by FEMA 
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